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REMARKS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-23, 34-38, and 40-48 are pending in the Application. Claims 1, 11, 18, 35-36 
and 40-41 are independent. 

Claims 1, 11, and 18 are presently amended, claims 49-50 are newly canceled, and no 
claims are newly added. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-23, 34-38 and 40-50 under § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over U.S. Pre-Grant Publication No. 2002-0067332 oi Hirakata (hereinafter "Hirakata") in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 7,151,572 issued to Shirahama (hereinafter "Shirahama"). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim amendments, and Hirakata's failure to disclose a section that "detects ... content ... 
based on ... motion blur". 

With respect to at least independent claims 1 and 18 the Office Action asserts that 

Hirakata's use of "amount of motion" (to reduce an amount of blur by adjusting backlight and 

data voltage) makes obvious the claimed use of motion blur to detect a type of content of an 

image. However, Hirakata might at best be said to address blur caused by insufficient liquid 

crystal changing time. See ^[[0011]. Moreover, Hirakata does not use amount of blur nor 

"information as to motion blur" in order to detect a type of content of an image to be displayed. 

The Office Action further asserts that a definition of "motion blur" is not present in the 
claims, thus leaving the term open to broad interpretation. (OA, page 14.) The MPEP instructs 
that claim terms are to be interpreted according to "their 'plain meaning' unless such meaning is 
inconsistent with the specification." MPEP 21 1 1.01(1). The plain meaning of "motion blur" is 
distinct from "amount of motion". Even if "motion blur" was not distinct in its plain meaning, 
interpreting "motion blur" to be the same as Hirakata's "magnitude of the change of video 
signals" appears to be "inconsistent with the specification." 

Specifically, Hirakata's device does not use "information as to motion blur" to detect type 
of content or for any other purpose. Instead Hirakata discloses detection of a "degree of change 
of grayscale in the input display data 101 and can determine whether the input display data 101 
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indicates a still picture image or a motion picture image in response to the magnitude of the 
degree of change." *|[0262]. (This corresponds to the "magnitude of the change of video 
signals" of TJ[0031] applied in the rejection.) That is, Hirakata checks to see if there is motion in 
the picture to determine if the picture is a motion image. Motion is not blur. 

In contrast, the present specification discloses that "motion blur" is intended to describe 
blur captured in an image frame itself due, for example, to low shutter speeds and motion of the 
image's subject(s) or the capturing camera itself (relative subject motion). See Fig. 7. This type 
of motion blur is, of course, different from changes in grayscale from one frame to the next that 
indicate motion in the images. 

Although applicants do not concede the appropriateness of the rejection, independent 
claims 1, 11, and 18 are presently amended to further clarify the meaning of "motion blur" 
consistent with the specification. See, e.g., Specification page 8, line 22 to page 10, line 10; see 
also page 32, line 25 to page 34, line 2. The applied art references clearly fail to disclose "a 
section that detects a type of content of an image . . . based on . . . additional information as to 
motion blur, . . . where motion blur is blur recorded in the image signal due to at least one of 
subject motion and image shooting conditions during capture of said image". Shirahama does 
not remedy the deficiencies of Hirakata. 

Accordingly, independent claims 1, 11, and 18 are submitted to be in condition to 
overcome the § 103(a) rejection, along with their dependents for at least the same reasons. 
Withdrawal of the rejection, favorable reconsideration and allowance of these claims are 
respectfully requested. 

Hirakata does not disclose variation of gray scale voltages/levels applied to picture 
elements depending on application duration of a black display signal. 

Claims 35, 36, 40, and 41 were previously amended to clarify that the grayscale 

voltages/levels are written into picture elements of the liquid crystal display panel and are varied 

"depending on the application duration of the black display signal", further distinguishing this 

feature from supply of grayscale voltages/levels allegedly written to a backlight in Hirakata and 

not varied to hold constant a relationship between the input image signal and display brightness. 

H[0419]-[0420] of Hirakata disclose that black display data may be written during a second 
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scanning and that the "light source 35 extinguishes light at the same time of writing the black 
data". The Office Action alleges that this feature discloses variation of a grayscale voltage/level 
when supplied to picture elements of an LCD panel. 

However, Hirakata does not disclose variation of gray scale voltages/levels depending on 
the application duration of the black signal, much less correlation of backlight brightness or 
duration with respect to grayscale levels/voltages "such that a relationship between the input 
image signal and the display brightness is held constant" as recited in claims 35, 36, 40, and 41. 
See also specification 1fl|[0l49], [0179], [0201] ("it is possible to always keep the relationship 
between the input image signal and the display brightness constant regardless of the impulse 
ratio"). Shirahama does not remedy the deficiencies of Hirakata. 

Since the applied art does not disclose or make obvious every feature of claims 35, 36, 
40, and 41, it is submitted that these claims and their dependents are in condition for allowance. 
Withdrawal of the rejection, favorable reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

Additional Amendments to Claims 1, 11, and 18 for Clarity 

Claim 1 is further amended to more clearly and definitely recite an inversely-proportional 
relationship between the amount of motion blur in an image with respect to its type of content 
and illumination duration. Claims 11 and 18 are amended to additionally recite the same 
inversely proportional relationship, formerly recited in claims 49 and 50 using slightly different 
language. These amendments are not in response to any rejection, but are included only for 
greater clarity. However, it is noted that the applied prior art references do not disclose or make 
obvious this feature. 

Conclusion 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact James C. Larsen, Registration No. 
58565 at the telephone number of the undersigned below to conduct an interview in an effort to 
expedite prosecution in connection with the present application. 
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If necessary, the Director is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies to 
charge any fees required during the pendency of the above-identified application or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448. 



Dated: September 29, 2010 



Respectfully submitted, 




Michael R. Cammarata 
Registration No.: 39491 
James C. Larsen^^ 2 ^ — 
Registration No.: 58565 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
8110 Gatehouse Road, Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, VA 22040-0747 
703-205-8000 
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